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Abstract: Since the 1980s, numerous transformations in higher education were experienced in Latin
America, and especially in Chile, a country that allowed private entities to enter the education
systems and develop a market. The opportunity triggered an increase of coverage and competition
to capture and retain students, followed by marketing strategies delivering student satisfaction and
pursuing student loyalty. Moreover, since 2012, higher education institutions in Chile have been
allowed to adopt a policy of gratuity, giving families the co-responsibility of dealing with the cost
of education. So, some institutions adopted gratuity and continued receiving funds from the state,
but others did not, relying instead on family income. The split in the financial responsibility of
higher education seems to have generated varied reactions from the students and their families,
including their satisfaction with and loyalty to the institution. Despite the abundant literature on
higher education, however, a few studies attempt to explain and compare student satisfaction and
loyalty across types of institutions, such as those that opted for gratuity versus those that did not.
This study examines a set of relevant attributes for understanding that phenomenon; attributes such
as quality of service, satisfaction, trust, commitment, and loyalty. The results reveal a prevalence
of trust and familiarity among the students attending an institution with gratuity. In contrast, the
results demonstrate a preponderance of commitment and satisfaction among the students attending a
non-gratuity institution that relies on family, private, and personal funds to support their education.
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Higher education plays a key role in a country’s social, economic, and cultural development [1]. Above all, this is true in the context of a knowledge economy where citizens
demand of universities the development of professionals that are at the level for these
challenges [2]. These challenges have produced a strong expansion and diversification of
the student population in higher education [3], producing significant changes [4] as well
as growing competition between universities due to greater globalization and awareness
of the use of rankings [5,6]. This greater competition has encouraged higher education
institutions to adopt management practices and recognize that students are clients of a
service [6–9], in addition to being more aware of the importance of student satisfaction [10]
with the aim of capturing the best applicants [11,12].
The satisfaction of the student can be understood as the result of the evaluation of
the student’s educational experience with the higher education institution [13–15]. Studies
have shown that the satisfaction of a student has a positive impact on her or his motivation,
increases rates of retention and graduation, diminishes the efforts to capture enrolment, and
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increases the provision of funding [16]. As a result of this, universities have demonstrated
greater commitment to the satisfaction of their students, generating quality experiences
that increase their loyalty [11,13]. The benefits of loyalty are not only observed while the
student is enrolled in a program, but also once he or she has graduated [17], through the
provision of resources and/or donations to higher education institutions [18,19].
It has also been observed that the benefits of loyalty promote the development of links
of cooperation between universities and companies [20,21], favoring the development and
belonging of academic programs and the promotion of an image and reputation for the
university [17,22,23]. Additionally, it has been observed that students’ trust is associated
with loyalty to the higher education institution and positively affects the perceived value
of this relationship [24–26] and thus, a greater shared value between the students and the
higher education institution [27,28], allowing these institutions to fix the prices of their
services [29–32].
Numerous studies have found that students decide to enroll and then remain in
a higher education institution when the perceived value is greater than its cost [33,34].
In this vein, it has been observed that there is an important relationship between the
price, the perceived quality of the service and the students’ intention of remaining in the
university [35]. For this reason, loyalty is a key indicator for institutions of higher education
where their graduates must perceive that their university is a place to which they can return
during their professional life to update knowledge and develop competencies [36,37].
Chile was the first country in Latin America to establish fees for higher education,
moving from a free system to another where university education is paid. Currently, its
offer in higher education is made up of state and private institutions, which may or may not
be free. For non-free institutions, the cost of higher education is assumed by the student’s
family with private resources or through indebtedness.
It should be noted that, in September 2015, Chile adopted the 2030 agenda for sustainable development, which is to ensure the fulfilment of objective 4, quality education. This
involves the administration of the Chilean educational system, which is administered by all
the institutions that make up the quality assurance system to ensure the goals established
for SDG 4. However, few studies consider loyalty as a result of the quality of the teaching–
learning process in higher education and, especially, its effect on the determination of rates
for the Chilean case, especially when we consider the characteristics of the market that
have sought to establish themselves since the reform that began in 1980. This point is
relevant, as the proportion of private spending in Chilean higher education is significantly
greater than that of OECD member countries and the international community [38]. To
identify and measure loyalty in higher education, we will follow the proposal of VásquezParraga et al. [39] who explain loyalty through trust and commitment, as well as the use
of moderators such as product familiarity, opportunism, and communication, and others
associated with the socio-demographic characteristics of the students.
2. Framework of Reference
Due to greater competitive pressures among higher education institutions to attract
and retain student enrolments, these institutions have developed marketing strategies
based on a focus on the client [7,9,12], and for this reason these institutions must guarantee
quality education, and with that, develop loyalty in their students in the long term [40–42].
In what follows, we present the concepts and definitions that will be key in the methodological approach of this research.
2.1. Customer Loyalty
We understand loyalty as a long-term relationship between an organization and its
clients [11,43], sustained through an affective component [44,45], associated with a psychological experience with a product or service [29,30,45], and observed through the retention
of the clients [36,43,45–47]. The attributes that define loyalty are quality, satisfaction, trust,
and commitment to a product and/or service [48–50].
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2.2. Satisfaction and Loyalty in a University Context
Satisfaction is the result of experiencing and comparing the well-being generated by
goods and services and of comparing it with associated expectations [51,52]. There exist
different definitions for satisfaction. Oliver [51] defines it as an experience of finite duration
that is directly related to a product or service, while Ali, Leifu, YasirRafiq and Hassan, [53]
understand it as a mental state that arises from comparing the perceived performance of a
product or service with its initial expectations, in a close relationship with the perceived
value. In higher education, it has been observed that the satisfaction of the student depends
on the quality of the academic and pedagogical teaching, the social environment, aesthetic
aspects of the infrastructure, and the quality of the service [54], on achievement predictors
in professionals after obtaining their first professional qualification [54], and on intentions
to continue studies [55]. In addition, it has been shown that satisfaction is necessary to
achieve important levels of loyalty [16,56,57].
We will understand loyalty as a long-term relational process between the higher
education institution and its students through a set of cause-and-effect relationships that
seek to recognize and satisfy the needs of the students [30,49]. The satisfaction of these
needs is positively and significantly associated with the perception of quality of the higher
education institution and is explained by the type of program offered, the characteristics
of available facilities and associated services [58]. Prior studies show that the student’s
satisfaction has a positive and significant impact on her or his motivation, academic
performance and, thus, increases the rates of academic retention as well as recruiting
efforts and fundraising [59,60]. On the other hand, Fernandes et al. [58] confirm the results
obtained by Kotler and Fox [61] and Helgesen and Nesset [17], who found a positive and
significant relationship between the loyalty and satisfaction of the student, which facilitates
increasing long-term benefits for the institution.
We will understand loyalty as the willingness of the student to recommend their
university to other interest groups through the desire to tell positive things about it and to
continue studying [20], due to a corporate image of prestige and quality [16,62–64]. For
this reason, the loyalty of the student supposes a long-term relationship [43] that considers
cognitive and affective aspects [44] connected with authentic experiences with the product
or service [45] and extends beyond the retention of the student [46,47].
Even though there exists abundant literature that explains the relationship between
satisfaction and loyalty, there are scarce studies carried out in higher education [10,15,65]
that explain the perception of students’ loyalty through a comparison of two higher education institutions that are differentiated mainly through the financing of their fees. At an
international level, the closest evidence is in the comparison between public and private
universities that shows significant differences in how students perceive quality and how it
contributes to the satisfaction. In particular, the studies highlight aspects related to the role
of academics, the study plan, and perspectives of future development in which students
value public universities more highly than private ones [66,67].
One limitation of these studies is in their transactional focus, as student satisfaction
is explained through a long-term relational focus that promotes the strengthening of the
relationship between the parts [49]. To continue, a summary of the most recent and relevant
loyalty studies is presented.
2.3. Higher Education and Its Context in Chile
The higher education system in Chile has undergone numerous transformations and,
undoubtedly, one of the greatest reforms was carried out at the beginning of the 1980s when
private players were allowed entry as providers of higher education. This has allowed
for the transformation from an elitist higher education system to one of a diversified and
massive nature, financed for the most part with private resources. In the 1970s, the higher
education system consisted of only eight institutions, two of these public ones with 65% of
total enrolments and a large number of regional campuses, and others of a private nature
for which funding was assumed by the state [68]. Later, private players were allowed,
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on a large scale, to create technical formation centers, professional institutes and private
universities, which were added to the offering of those higher education institutions with
public funding [69].
It is worth noting that in the 1980s, Chile was the first country in Latin America to
establish fees for higher education, going from a free system to another, fee-based one.
At an international level, the Chilean higher education system shows greater rates of
coverage than countries of the OECD, which have levels of 50%. An example that catches
the attention is that in the last 15 years Chile has gone from a rate of enrolment of 30% to
75%, while Norway experienced this level of growth over a lapse of 30 years, similar to
what happened in Sweden and France [38].
This increase in enrolment has been accompanied by a diversity of financial instruments that have allowed students and their families to gain entry to higher education
which, in turn, generated the need to regulate the growth in both the offering of academic
programs as well as the value of their fees [70]. From 2012, the system for financing higher
education was improved and a very important social demand was incorporated, which
was gratuity in higher education, as a way of promoting greater equity in the system [38].
In 2017, the gratuity policy was extended to technical professional education under the
same conditions that applied to universities, adding the condition that the institutions
be non-profit, and in 2018 the benefit of gratuity was widened to students in the first six
deciles [71]. As a product of these transformations, Chile is currently the undisputed leader
in coverage of higher education in Latin America, with rates today above 75% in people
between 18 and 24 years of age. This is mainly explained by the greater availability of
financial aid for students in the form of scholarships and, since 2007, credit with the state
as guarantee, CAE, [72].
2.4. Research Hypotheses
Thus, guided by the aforementioned and the challenges facing the management of
loyalty in higher education in Chile, the following hypotheses are formulated:
H1: The loyalty of students attending a non-gratuity institution that relies on family, private,
and personal funds to support their education is more influenced by student commitment
and satisfaction than is the loyalty of students attending an institution with gratuity.
H2: The loyalty of students attending an institution with gratuity is more influenced by
student trust and familiarity with the service than is the loyalty of students attending a
non-gratuity institution that relies on family, private, and personal funds to support their
education.
3. Methods
The research design, participants, and data collection are described.
3.1. Research Design
The research design used in this study is based on the model developed by VásquezParraga and Alonso [73]. The proposed model has been used in prior research in relational
marketing and considers the use of main and moderating variables, which is to say variables
of a cognitive nature, which try to measure what people think, and of an affective nature,
related to sentiments and emotions towards the brand [39,74]. The model considers that
loyalty begins with satisfaction with the higher education service received, satisfaction
established with the employees of the higher education institution, and involvement in
service. A successful first experience is essential to begin the process of building student
loyalty in higher education. However, this process does not immediately build loyalty
but requires trust and commitment. The model recognizes two processes: cognitive and
affective processes.
The cognitive process influences trust and commitment and is manifested in familiarity with the product, perceived risk, and communication. In the same way, the affective
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process influences trust and commitment and is manifested in opportunism behaviors and
sharing values and norms with the institution of higher education. Finally, loyalty implies a
set of attitude and behavior variables that influence a student to create a lasting relationship
in the long term with a higher education institution, and that is affected by the level of
competence of other institutions. Taking from Vasquez-Parrag and Alonso [73], the following constructs are examined in order to explain student loyalty in the two universities:
commitment, trust, satisfaction with the service, satisfaction with the personnel, competitive satisfaction, opportunism, familiarity with the service, perceived risk, communication,
involvement, shared personal values, and shared institutional values. These constructs
are factor-analyzed in Table 1, and their relationships examined in Tables 2 and 3. Table
4 compares their values for the two universities, and Table 5 examines the effect of all
independent variables on student loyalty, while Table 6 adds the moderated effects of all
independent variables on the dependent variable, student loyalty.
3.2. Participants
This research considers two private higher-education institutions with national and
international certification of quality. One of these is a private legal entity, affiliated with the
Council of Rectors (CRUCH) and ascribed to gratuity, and will be called higher education
institution A, while the second higher education institution, which we will call B, is also
a private legal entity but is neither affiliated with the Council of Rectors nor ascribed
to gratuity. For institution A, the population of interest are students from the business
administration and accounting/auditing programs from the Faculty of Economic and
Administrative Sciences, while for institution B, the population of interest are students of
the business administration program from the Faculty of Economy and Business.
For the research, a random convenience sample from both universities was considered.
The population was contacted during the second semester of the year 2019 in person,
indicating the aim of the survey, the use of the data and their voluntary participation. For
university A, the population was of 700 students and the sample was of 420 of them. The
demographic analysis reveals that 53.6% of the sample population are women and 89.8%
of the students have an age range between 21 and 24 years of age and 98% are unmarried.
On the other hand, university B has a population of 400 students and the sample was of
241 of them. The demographic analysis is similar to that of the students of university A,
as 52.5% of the sample population are women and 90% of the students have an age range
between 21 and 24 years and 98% are unmarried.
3.3. Data Collection
The data were gathered through a structured questionnaire in which items had to be
graded on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree). Previously
validated scales were adopted for the measurement of each construct following the work
of Vásquez-Parraga et al. [39], who argue that all the constructs, as a whole, are necessary
to explain the loyalty of the student and, therefore, must not be studied in isolation. The
model put forward was developed to represent, in a concrete way, the interactions that
allow us to understand the attributes that define students’ loyalty.
4. Results
The use of moderators is proposed to explain the effects of commitment, trust, and
satisfaction on students’ loyalty. These moderators permit an evaluation from a cognitive
perspective, that is, how people think or decide, as well as from the affective perspective of
people’s feelings [74,75]. The measures for the seven constructs were taken from the same
sources, adapting them as necessary to the target population of university students. Item
details are depicted in Table 1 and the factor loadings for each item for their respective
construct, factor loading (FL), Cronbach’s α (α), average variance extracted (AVE) for each
construct are also summarized.
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Table 1. Confirmatory factor analysis.
Constructs, Items, Alphas (α) & AVEs

Factor Loading (FL)

Behavioral loyalty (α = 0.701, AVE = 50.11%)
Despite of the existence of a wide range of universities, I always
chose this one
I have frequented this university for a long time
I think I will continue with my current university for a long time
I say positive things about my university when I speak with
others
I recommend this university to friends and family
Affective loyalty (α = 0.775, AVE = 53.49%)
Once I’m used to the university, I don’t like to change to another
I feel great loyalty to my university
I have developed a kind of emotional attachment to my university
The fact that my university keeps functioning calms me
I would like my current university to be my only one
Cognitive loyalty (α = 0.839, AVE = 61.14%)
Once I get to know my university better, I will use its services
more often
At the moment I am not looking for another university
When I decide to stick with a university, I make sure it is
competent
I am loyal to my university because it offers what I need
The loyalty of the student to the university is based on good
reasons
Commitment (α = 0.858, AVE = 65.39%)
I am proud to be a student of this university
I feel a sense of belonging to my university
As far as I know, I could not have chosen a better university
I trust fully in the success of my university
I feel I have a personal relationship with my university
Trust (α = 0.854, AVE = 59.41%)
I fully believe in the integrity of my university
I have complete trust that my university will always give me a
fair deal
My university has been transparent in its dealings with me
My university never seeks advantage by cheating its students
My university is trustworthy
I am always sure that I will benefit from the education that I am
going to receive
Selection of the service (α = 0.706, AVE = 53.75%)
Before choosing my current university, I knew of various other
alternatives
I am almost always up to date with possible new alternatives to
my current university
The service and fees of my university are competitive
More companies and institutions are opening in the area of
education
Opportunism (α = 0.874 AVE = 67.04%)
To achieve my own objectives, my university may not be able to
give me the best service there is
To achieve my objectives, my university sometimes promises
things it does not fulfil
My university sometimes pretends that the service is a benefit for
me, but really it is seeking its own benefit
I think that my university is not interested in me
For me, the university is only interested in the fees I pay

0.656
0.467
0.682
0.835
0.833
0.664
0.854
0.807
0.617
0.688

0.700
0.756
0.811
0.850
0.785

0.826
0.868
0.754
0.786
0.805
0.806
0.829
0.832
0.768
0.835
0.498

0.640
0.757
0.750
0.778

0.541
0.831
0.878
0.833
0.794
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Table 1. Cont.
Constructs, Items, Alphas (α) & AVEs

Factor Loading (FL)

Familiarity with the service (α = 0.886, AVE = 68.90%)
Compared to other people, I know a lot about universities
Compared to most of my friends, I know a lot about universities
I am familiar with almost all the possibilities that my university
offers
I know quite a lot about how to select the best available options in
universities
I have a clear idea about the characteristics of the educational
service that are really important for me to reach my maximum
satisfaction
Perceived risk (α = 0.729, AVE = 70.61%) 1,2,3,4,5
I am concerned about making a mistake when it comes to
choosing a university
The decision to choose a university involves great risk
If I had to change university, I could lose some benefits already
obtained
I believe if I were to incur hidden costs, I would change university
A change of university would generate a cost in terms of time and
effort
Communication (α = 0.828, AVE = 59.45%)
My university always keeps me informed about its new services
My university clearly explains the characteristics of its services
When I make suggestions, the personnel that work in my
university always take them into account
If I wanted to, I could enter into a detailed conversation about my
accounts with the personnel of the university
As far as I know, the personnel of my university are concerned
about receiving feedback from their students
Involvement (α = 0.836, AVE = 60.75%)
I have great interest in the issue of universities
I consider that the service offered by universities is fascinating
I have a compulsive need to know more about universities
I like to make comparisons between universities
I like to talk about universities with my friends and acquaintances
Shared personal values (α = 0.706, AVE = 53.42%)
In educational activity, unethical behavior must not be tolerated
In educational activity, unethical use of publicity is not justified
The way in which opportunistic universities try to obtain new
students is unethical
It is not ethical to call students from the competition to convince
them to change university
Shared institutional values (α = 0.735, AVE = 50.73%)
To be successful in this university it is not necessary to
compromise personal ethics
In educational activity, unethical behavior must not be tolerated
In educational activity, unethical use of publicity is not justified
The way in which opportunistic universities try to obtain new
students is unethical
It is not ethical to call students from the competition to convince
them to change university

0.841
0.869
0.825
0.868
0.741

0.891
0.807
0.788
0.862
0.702

0.744
0.801
0.755
0.770
0.784

0.768
0.688
0.831
0.804
0.797
0.686
0.766
0.768
0.700

0.483
0.708
0.833
0.753
0.735
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Table 1. Cont.
Constructs, Items, Alphas (α) & AVEs

Factor Loading (FL)

Satisfaction with the service (α = 0.904, AVE = 78.04%)
This is the best service I have ever received in a university
This service is just what I need
This service has functioned as well as I thought it would
This service has adequately satisfied my expectations
Satisfaction with the personnel (α = 0.799, AVE = 62.85%)
The personnel at my university give me personalized attention
The personnel at my university know what they are doing
The personnel at my university are never too busy to respond
quickly to the concerns of their students
The personnel at my university are polite
Competitive satisfaction (α = 0.867, AVE = 71.68%)
Compared with other universities, mine offers the best service
In comparison with other universities, mine has the best
reputation
Compared with other universities, mine offers the best global
satisfaction for the student
I am satisfied with my decision to choose this university from
among all the universities

0.806
0.913
0.921
0.890
0.838
0.859
0.905
0.780
0.838
0.859
0.905
0.780

α = Cronbach’s Alpha; AVE = Average variance extracted.

We also showed the tri-dimensional nature of student loyalty, with a dominant trait
reflected in each dimension, behavioral, cognitive or affective as conceptualized [75]. The
satisfactory reliability of the indicators is suggested by values of Cronbach’s α for all
constructs that are above the threshold value of 0.70. We established convergent validity
through the measurement of the AVE of all of the factors in the measurement model.
Sufficient evidence of convergent validity comes from the fact that all construct AVEs in
the model possess a score greater than 0.50, and most loadings were above 0.70 [11,76].
Each dimension is linked to a type of satisfaction relevant to the student experience: with
the service, with the personnel, and in the light of offers from the competition. Trust
and commitment, the two relational variables, are unidimensional constructs with all
coefficients above the threshold. Finally, product familiarity, communication and student
opportunism, the three moderating constructs used in this study, are all unidimensional
and demonstrate all coefficients above the threshold [15].
Tables 2 and 3 show the correlations between all the constructs for universities A and
B. The tri-dimensional constructs for satisfaction and loyalty are analyzed as second order
constructs and are used for later analysis. The correlation coefficients for the constructs of
loyalty, trust, commitment, and satisfaction are positive and significant at p < 0.001 and
none is greater than the square root of the mean variance explained. Additionally, it is
observed that age is one demographic characteristic that is negatively related with all the
variables (except familiarity with the service). This means that, the younger the person, the
less trace there is of loyalty in the analysis and that is also true of trust, commitment, and
satisfaction with the institution.
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Table 2. Correlation matrix—University A.
Details
Loyalty

Trust

Commitment

Satisfaction

Age

Loyalty

Trust

Commitment

Satisfaction

Age

1

0.666 **
0.000
407

0.733 **
0.000
408

0.571 **
0.000
398

−0.148 **
0.003
396

1

0.740 **
0.000
411

0.615 **
0.000
400

−0.137 **
0.006
399

1

0.638 **
0.000
402

−0.132 **
0.008
400

1

−0.113 *
0.026
390

Pearson correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

413

Pearson correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

0.666 **
0.000
407

413

Pearson correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

0.733 **
0.000
408

0.740 **
0.000
411

414

Pearson correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

0.571 **
0.000
398

0.615 **
0.000
400

0.638 **
0.000
402

403

Pearson correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

−0.148 **
0.003
396

−0.137 **
0.006
399

−0.132 **
0.008
400

−0.113 *
0.026
390

1
402

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed); ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Table 3. Correlation matrix—University B.
Details

Loyalty

Trust

Commitment

Satisfaction

Age

Pearson
correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson
correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson
correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson
correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson
correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Loyalty

Trust

Commitment

Satisfaction

Age

1

0.532 **

0.626 **

0.574 **

−0.037

229

0.000
225

0.000
225

0.000
215

0.579
225

0.532 **

1

0.613 **

0.628 **

−0.106

0.000
225

237

0.000
235

0.000
224

0.107
234

0.626 **

0.613 **

1

0.575 **

−0.078

0.000
225

0.000
235

237

0.000
223

0.236
234

0.574 **

0.628 **

0.575 **

1

−0.082

0.000
215

0.000
224

0.000
223

226

0.220
225

−0.037

−0.106

−0.078

−0.082

1

0.579
225

0.107
234

0.236
234

0.220
225

237

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Table 4 shows the central variables that explain loyalty for students from universities
A and B, respectively. It is observed that for students from university A, the three constructs
that explain loyalty are positive and significant with a determination coefficient of 0.579.
For their part, the students from university B show that the constructs of commitment
and satisfaction are positive and significant with a determination coefficient of 0.579, but
the trust construct is not significant. These results show us that, for both universities, the
commitment construct prevails over trust and satisfaction. It is also observed that, for
students from university B, the trust variable is not significant as it is for students from
university A.
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Table 4. Student loyalty models.

Variable
Constant
Commitment
Trust
Satisfaction
R2
F

University A
Coefficient
Standard Deviation
30.127 ***
1.237 ***
0.649 ***
0.134 ***

2.828
0.134
0.135
0.053

University B
Coefficient
Standard Deviation
40.470 ***
0.914 ***
0.213 ***
0.291 ***

0.579 ***
178.638 ***

7.571
0.173
0.200
0.088
0.457 **
59.873 ***

** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.0001 (level of significance).

Table 5 shows the central variables that explain loyalty for students from universities
A and B, controlled by the use of moderators for commitment, trust and satisfaction,
respectively. Similar results to those shown in Table 4 are observed as it is seen that students
from university A show a positive and significant relationship between commitment, trust
and satisfaction and loyalty. Similar results are also observed for students from university
B in relation to sign and significance. For their part, the use of moderators significantly
increases the determination coefficient, R2 , for students from university B, from 0.457 to
0.602. In addition, it is observed that the statistical differences for the commitment variable
for students from both universities is no longer significant.
Table 5. Independent variables affecting student loyalty.

Variable
Constant
Commitment
Trust
Satisfaction
Opportunism
Familiarity
Communication
Involvement
Risk
Choice
Shared
personal
values
Shared
institutional
values
Age
R2
F

University A
Coefficient
Standard Deviation

University B
Coefficient
Standard Deviation

32.289 ***
1.100 ***
0.534 ***
0.101 ***
−0.060 ***
0.426 ***
−0.124 ***
−0.126 ***
0.113 ***
0.039 ***

4.851
0.147
0.157
0.062
0.080
0.131
0.138
0.101
0.111
0.130

42.308 ***
0.959 ***
0.008 ***
0.349 ***
0.134 ***
0.219 ***
−0.166 ***
0.022 ***
0.150 ***
−0.215 ***

7.571
0.173
0.200
0.088
0.120
0.153
0.179
0.135
0.128
0.203

0.155 ***

0.111

−0.165 ***

0.172

−0.016 ***

0.086

0.013 ***

0.147

0.638

−0.655 ***

−1.109 ***
0.565 ***
35.752 ***

1.126
0.602 ***
15.399 ***

*** p < 0.0001 (level of significance).

In relation to the moderator constructs for loyalty, it is observed that only for the
students from university A is the familiarity variable positive and significant. In relation
to age, a negative relationship is observed for the students from both universities, but it
shows statistical significance for students from university A. This result shows us that there
is a negative relationship between age and loyalty, which is to say that the students’ loyalty
decreases with age.
Table 6 incorporates the use of interactive variables to the variables that explain loyalty
and the moderators for students from universities A and B, observing an increase in the
quality of the estimation of the proposed model based on the determination coefficient,
R2 , as this increases from 0.565 to 0.592 for the estimations of the university A and for
university B, an increase in the determination coefficient from 0.602 to 0.616 is observed.

Sustainability 2021, 13, 10781

11 of 15

Furthermore, the positive and significant effects of the variables of trust and familiarity
on the loyalty of the students from university A are observed. However, on considering
interactions, the commitment variable is only significant for students from university B,
which could be attributable to the fact that the students and their families take on the cost
of their education.
Table 6. Independent variables with interaction effects affecting student loyalty.
University A
Standard Deviation

Coefficient

University B
Standard Deviation

Variable

Coefficient

Constant
Commitment
Trust
Satisfaction
Opportunism
Familiarity
Communication
Involvement
Risk
Choice
Shared personal values
Shared institutional values
Age
Commitment × Familiarity
Commitment × Communication
Commitment × Shared personal
values
Commitment × Involvement
Commitment × Shared
institutional values
Trust × Opportunism
Trust × Communication
Trust × Choice
Trust × Shared personal values
Trust × Shared personal values
R2
F

5.243
0.686
1.894 *
0.083
−0.527
1.001 *
−0.066
−0.416
0.080
1.220
0.085
0.361
−1.176 **
−0.020
−0.040

23.422
0.819
1.074
0.064
0.518
0.599
0.675
0.535
0.111
0.881
0.584
0.437
0.635
0.022
0.032

37.686
2.289 **
−1.066
0.330 **
0.671
−0.506
0.700
0.196
0.172
−1.464
1.104
−0.725
−0.815
0.027
−0.045

39.595
1.199
1.527
0.097
0.758
0.827
0.975
0.739
0.144
1.760
1.225
0.733
1.181
0.030
0.037

0.038 *

0.032

0.006

0.043

0.012

0.019

−0.005

0.026

0.038

0.023

−0.031

0.039

0.016
0.038
−0.041
−0.034
−0.050 ***

0.017
0.029
0.029
0.031
0.021

−0.017
0.013
0.038
−0.047
0.055

0.025
0.031
0.057
0.048
0.036

0.592 ***
179,455 ***

0.616 ***
42,424 ***

* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.0001 (level of significance).

In terms of the use of interactions between variables that define and affect the loyalty
of the students in higher education, a positive and significant effect is observed between
commitment and shared personal values, which indicates that students from university A
are committed to the institution as they share certain personal values with it. On the other
hand, a negative and significant effect is observed between loyalty with the interactive
variable of trust and shared personal values, which indicates that in spite of the fact that
the students from university A trust in their university, there are personal value aspects
that are not shared and, as a whole, negatively affect the students’ loyalty.
5. Conclusions
The sustained increase in the offering of higher education, in this case specifically in
Chile, has obliged higher education institutions to recognize that students are a certain
type of client and to develop management models that aim to serve and satisfy their needs.
These new management models seek to develop students’ loyalty to the higher education
institution in order to maintain and capture new enrolments, ensuring the long-term
sustainability of the institution. It is for this reason that this research seeks to measure
and explain the attributes that determine students’ loyalty through the use of principal
and moderating variables that attempt to measure what people think and other variables
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of an affective nature, related to sentiments and emotions toward the higher education
institution.
For this, a structured questionnaire was used with items to be graded on a Likert
scale to adequately establish each of the constructs used and thus verify the proposed
hypotheses [15,39]. The proposed model begins with the satisfaction of the student, followed by trust and commitment, and finishing with the students’ loyalty. For each of
the proposed models, it is observed that the determination coefficient, R2 , is robust and
indicates that loyalty is closely related to each of the principal and moderating variables
proposed. Therefore, students’ loyalty does not rely only on satisfaction, but requires
students to trust and commit themselves to the institution [39].
The results showed significant differences between the valuations of students of each
of the universities under study. Students that attend university B, which is not ascribed
to gratuity, show a greater commitment to the institution than students from university
A. In the latter, it is the families of the students that take on the cost of higher education
with private resources or debt, which could explain this. Furthermore, it is observed that
students from university B show a greater level of satisfaction, which is consistent with the
valuation of the price paid for a determined service [24–26].
In relation to students’ satisfaction, it is observed that the students who attend university B, which is not ascribed to gratuity, show a greater satisfaction than their peers that
attend university A, which is ascribed to gratuity. This agrees with what is proposed by
Díaz-Méndez and Gummesson, [6] and Guilbault [9], as the greater competition in higher
education has obligated these institutions to incorporate management practices that allow
them to assure their economic sustainability over time, delivering quality services that
are adequate for student needs [29–32]. It was observed that those students that show
greater trust and familiarity attend the university ascribed to gratuity in relation to those
that attend the university without gratuity.
Finally, we can mention that the quality objective of the educational system, promoted
by greater competition and international agreements, will require higher education institutions to deliver a quality value proposition that allows them to ensure its sustainability
over time.
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